Introduction {#S1}
============

Unemployment has various adverse consequences for people, such as decreased self-esteem, a loss of personal control, and patterns of reduced (or no) job-search efforts, when unemployed for prolonged periods ([@B48]; [@B22]; [@B30]; [@B35]; [@B69]). Considering the undesirable effects of unemployment, the limited solutions sought from a psychosocial perspective is concerning, particularly so within the South African context ([@B11]).

Labor market interventions generally focus on job creation, subsidized employment opportunities, and providing the unemployed with resources and services, such as vocational training and employment services ([@B23]). While these programs undoubtedly assist in removing some constraints to obtain employment, a somewhat underemphasized approach to solving the employment challenge may be resource-based interventions ([@B26]) driven from a psychosocial perspective, that support the emotional and psychological needs of the participants ([@B41]; [@B51]; [@B33]). In a meta-analysis evaluating job-search interventions, [@B25] found that programs aimed at strengthening participants' self-efficacy, encouraging proactive and goal-orientated behavior, teaching job search skills, and providing them with social support were more effective than interventions that did not include such components. Also, interventions that combined skills development with a motivational component were most successful in facilitating job-search success ([@B25]; [@B69]).

Previously conducted research agrees on the fact that unemployment should be seen within a social, more humane context and not solely as an economic burden ([@B15]). The latent deprivation model ([@B21]) suggests that a job fulfills both manifest (remuneration) and latent functions (time structure, social contact, common goals, status or identity, and enforced activity). Likewise, [@B15] state that employment increases people's self-esteem and provides them with a sense of identity. Consequently, when people lose their jobs, they experience not only a loss of income but also a loss of these essential latent functions, which may negatively impact one's psychological well-being ([@B21]). Therefore, based on these views of the importance of work, it should be considered that economic and psychological deprivation are so closely intertwined that one aspect cannot be affected without impacting the other ([@B29]). By applying labor market programs that solely focus on easing financial hardship (which is the status quo in the African context), psychological aspects, which may contribute to making unemployment (un)bearable, are deliberately left out of the equation.

Even though South Africa has one of the highest unemployment rates in the world ([@B70]) programs implemented to assist the unemployed lack the psychosocial aspects required to have a sustainable impact ([@B33]). An intervention designed specifically for this purpose is the JOBS program ([@B6]; [@B9]). This empirically robust preventive intervention has obtained positive results in various studies ([@B6]; [@B62]; [@B26]). The purpose of this study is to implement the JOBS program, with the aim of studying whether results, similar to previous versions of the program, can be achieved, within the South African context.

The Jobs Program {#S2}
================

In general, the aim of JOBS program is to prevent deterioration of mental health and promotion of (re)employment ([@B66]). These instilled outcomes, however, operate as a vehicle to build participants' competence and confidence, making the real underlying goal of the program to empower them by focusing on their emotional and motivational needs and helping them to cope with their circumstances ([@B13]). This is accomplished through the trainers' abilities to facilitate the process in which the participants acquire the intended skills while applying the underlying principles of the program. The JOBS program comprises the following underlying five principles:

1.  *Guiding behavior.* Facilitators have the responsibility to demonstrate effective and positive behavior to participants. They provide participants with specific positive feedback and steer them away from any ineffective or negative actions or feedback.
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1.  *Social support.* Fragile participants are put at ease by creating a supportive environment that encourages unconditional acceptance by facilitators and other participants ([@B28]). This entails building trust and reducing the social distance by treating participants with respect and offering positive feedback. Generating such a safe environment creates an opportunity to destigmatise unemployment and remove other associated negative connotations ([@B58]). Trainers model and reinforce supportive behaviors for participants. Group exercises are designed in such a way that they provide opportunities for participants to be supportive of one another.
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1.  *Trainer referent power.* The influence trainers have on participants is based on the participants' experience of trainers as reliable self-esteem enhancers and as referent persons whom they admire. This requires trainers to build trust and reduce social distance by providing participants with unconditional positive regard, specific positive feedback, moderate self-disclosure, and encouragement of participant self-disclosure. Facilitators also create opportunities in which they help participants to realize that their accomplishments are entirely a result of their hard work and talents ([@B13]).
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1.  *Inoculation against setbacks.* Inoculation training is a coping and group problem-solving process. It involves specific problem identification and analysis, generation of possible behavioral or cognitive responses, evaluation of responses, skill acquisition, and behavioral rehearsal, and re-evaluation. The program emphasizes an extension of this process, where the group anticipates possible barriers and, once challenges and obstacles have been identified, problem-solving skills are required to generate and evaluate potential solutions to overcome these setbacks ([@B13]).
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1.  *Active teaching/learning methods.* The program relies strongly on active learning techniques (e.g., brainstorming sessions, group discussions, problem-solving, and role-playing exercises), as opposed to didactic passive methods ([@B5]). Facilitators refrain from providing solutions and rather foster an environment where the participants are encouraged to apply their knowledge and experience as part of the learning process ([@B5]). The learning process is elicited through group discussions, brainstorming, and other activities. Participants spend much of their time rehearsing new skills and providing support to one another. This process seeks to maximize the effectiveness of the learning environment and to promote self-esteem and self-efficacy.

The principles mentioned above are the essence of the JOBS program. Because participants actively participate and rely on their knowledge and experience throughout the program, they tend to take ownership of their situation. Likewise, by asking the participants to suggest solutions, they are actively involved in the problem-solving process. The more it is repeated, the more natural the process becomes. The unconditional positive regard and support provided by the facilitators and the other participants also contribute to a space where participants can share experiences for others to relate to ([@B13]). Finally, the facilitators play a crucial role in the example they portray to participants.

The Current Study {#S3}
=================

The earliest version of the JOBS program is referred to as the JOBS I intervention. Findings from the original JOBS intervention demonstrated that some components of the program contributed more prominently to the positive outcomes achieved ([@B62]). This led to the development of the JOBS II intervention. One of the components that inspired the changes made in the revised program was a stronger focus on participants' sense of mastery -- comprising job-search self-efficacy, locus of control, and self-esteem ([@B65]). Because a sense of mastery played such a prominent role in the JOBS intervention, the current paper aims to determine the effectiveness and the role of the various components, job-search self-efficacy, locus of control, and self-esteem.

Unemployment is often accompanied by humiliation and feelings of inferiority and incompetence ([@B13]). Studies showed that providing jobseekers with coping resources, such as the confidence and ability to effectively seek for employment, overcoming feelings of helplessness, and building their self-esteem can be vital in their search for employment ([@B54]; [@B62], [@B65]; [@B41]). Successfully obtaining a new job largely depends on an individual's ability to apply job-search strategies effectively ([@B36]) hence the emphasis placed on job-search self-efficacy within the JOBS program.

Bandura describes self-efficacy as a person's belief that they can be successful ([@B2]). Because self-efficacy is context-specific, job-search self-efficacy refers to individuals' confidence in their ability to perform job-seeking activities ([@B57]; [@B47]). The JOBS program likely enhances the perceptions of job search self-efficacy because it teaches new skills, and it tries to embed the newly taught behaviors into people's skill set through consistent positive reinforcement from the facilitators. The acquisition of these resources is accomplished through the empowerment of participants to confidently and persistently engage in job-seeking undertakings ([@B65]). The JOBS intervention is specifically designed to maximize the job-search skills of the job seekers and to enhance and maintain their motivation ([@B41]) building their confidence to seek employment. Therefore, the following hypothesis is formulated:

> *Hypothesis 1.* After taking part in the JOBS program, participants from the experimental group will report higher levels of job-search self-efficacy, compared to their control group counterparts.

The contexts in which the JOBS program has been implemented consist mainly of Western countries and differ quite significantly from the South African context. One significant difference may be the prolonged periods of unemployment experienced by job seekers. Unemployment, but perhaps even more so, long-term unemployment, may contribute to people feeling discouraged about re-entering the labor market ([@B52]). This discouragement intensifies feelings of helplessness and loss of personal control ([@B13]). A loss of control (or perceptions that chance is a controlling factor in finding employment) among unemployed is associated with longer periods of unemployment ([@B19]). While, a loss of personal control may be common among unemployed persons, perhaps more uncommon is the fact that 32% of the unemployed in South Africa have been identified as being amotivated ([@B53]) implying that they are neither intrinsically nor extrinsically motivated and may experience the relative absence of motivation ([@B45]; [@B46]). A fundamental component of the JOBS program is inoculating participants against setbacks. This entails that participants anticipate potential challenges or difficulties, generate possible solutions to overcome these obstacles or barriers, and acquire the necessary skills to deal with the setbacks ([@B18]; [@B63]). What is essential is that these are the participants' *own* solutions. Thus, they are cultivating control that empowers them to take ownership of their situation ([@B14]; [@B13]). It seems reasonable to ascertain that these unemployed individuals, who are particularly prone to be amotivated, may benefit from an intervention such as the JOBS program. Therefore, the second hypothesis is as follows:

> *Hypothesis 2.* After taking part in the JOBS program, participants from the experimental group will report lower levels of amotivation, compared to their control group counterparts.

Again, drawing on Jahoda's work, a loss of self-esteem is one of the deprivations experienced when losing one's job ([@B21]). To successfully find employment, self-esteem is considered essential to remaining motivated and to persevere in job search behavior ([@B6]). Rosenberg describes self-esteem as the extent to which one's attitude is favorable or unfavorable toward him- or herself ([@B43]). It is understandable that such a perception may be influenced by one's employment status, perhaps even more so for individuals who have never held a job before. The JOBS intervention protocol relies heavily on confidence-boosting techniques and empowering participants by giving them opportunities to become aware of, display, and build their personal resources ([@B37]). Activities were designed to have participants experience success through trainers providing participants with sincere and specific praising comments on the behavior. The purpose of the support provided by the facilitators and other participants is to establish a sense of belongingness and to enhance participants' self-esteem ([@B6]). Finally, the third hypothesis derives as follows:

> *Hypothesis 3.* After taking part in the JOBS program, participants from the experimental group will report higher levels of self-esteem, compared to their control group counterparts.

Materials and Methods {#S4}
=====================

Research Design {#S4.SS1}
---------------

To evaluate the impact of the JOBS intervention, a quasi-experimental research design was used (see [Figure 1](#F1){ref-type="fig"}). Participants were randomly assigned to an experimental or control group. Both groups were tested at two intervals (Time 0 and Time 1), with the experimental group undergoing the intervention between the two measurements. The outcomes of the experimental group were compared with the outcomes of the control group, to determine the impact of the intervention.

![The quasi-experimental research design.](fpsyg-11-01418-g001){#F1}

Intervention {#S4.SS2}
------------

### Qhubekela Phambili Career-Enhancement Program {#S4.SS2.SSS1}

To better understand the mechanisms of the JOBS program and its effects, [@B34] conducted a literature review of the JOBS program and variations thereof. The current study is executed based on suggestions made to effectively implement and evaluate the JOBS program (see [Supplementary Material](#SM1){ref-type="supplementary-material"}; [@B32]). The name of the South African version of the JOBS program is Qhubekela Phambili, which means "moving forward" in IsiZulu.

### Content {#S4.SS2.SSS2}

Striking a balance between maintaining fidelity to evidence-based practices and adapting the program to suit local circumstances can be problematic ([@B41]). Although some content-related changes were made, none of the changes influenced the theoretical foundation of the program. Due to slow economic growth and limited job opportunities in the labor market, paid employment is not always a feasible option ([@B40]). Also, the lack of means to travel from their communities to a job that unemployed people experience makes it challenging. Therefore, a critical element that was incorporated into the Qhubekela Phambili program was a self-employment/entrepreneurial component. The main content-related difference is that the original JOBS program aims to link participants' strengths, passions, values, network, action plans, and job-search strategies to a job within the formal sector. Participants are encouraged to develop action plans to which they commit themselves, such as developing a strong network of people and identifying job leads. The Qhubekela Phambili program draws participants' attention to the needs and opportunities within their community and to accordingly align their identified strengths, passions, values, network, and opportunity-seeking strategies to create and utilize opportunities. Their action plan and what they commit to is, therefore, not limited to seeking job leads and opportunities within the formal sector, but is also expanded to identify and commit to self-employment opportunities. An outline of the program content is presented in [Table 1](#T1){ref-type="table"}.

###### 

An outline of the Qhubekela Phambili career-enhancement program.

  Topics                                                                    Duration
  ------------------------------------------------------------------------- ----------
  **Session 1: Who am I, and what am I good at?**                           
  Introduction (includes time for questionnaire)                            140 min
  What do I stand for?                                                      50 min
  What am I good at?                                                        40 min
  Conclusion                                                                15 min
  **Session 2: Exploring my passions, my values, and my future**            
  Welcome                                                                   15 min
  What are my passions?                                                     30 min
  What are my values?                                                       75 min
  Distinguishing between employment and entrepreneurship                    40 min
  Linking my attributes to my career                                        35 min
  Conclusion                                                                15 min
  **Session 3: Exploring opportunities and finding ways to realize them**   15 min
  Welcome                                                                   45 min
  Identifying possibilities applicable to me                                50 min
  My future                                                                 90 min
  Developing my career                                                      15 min
  Conclusion                                                                
  **Session 4: What resources do I have?**                                  15 min
  Welcome                                                                   125 min
  My network plan                                                           30 min
  Resources in my community                                                 15 min
  Conclusion                                                                
  **Session 5: Resources within myself**                                    15 min
  Welcome                                                                   40 min
  Communication skills and professional conduct                             50 min
  My goals                                                                  20 min
  What is holding me back?                                                  105 min
  Conclusion (includes time for questionnaire)                              15 min
  Closing ceremony                                                          
  **Session 6: Return day**                                                 35 min
  Welcome and looking back                                                  60 min
  My goals/commitments                                                      105 min
  Conclusion (includes time for questionnaire)                              

### Training of Facilitators {#S4.SS2.SSS3}

The first author who led and coordinated the project was trained in the JOBS program in the Netherlands. This was done to ensure that the program will be delivered at an acceptable standard and to ensure the reliability and validity of the JOBS intervention. Additionally, an international trainer with vast experience in conducting the JOBS program was invited to present a train-the-trainer workshop to selected facilitators in South Africa.

Six facilitators were trained in the program. These candidates were selected on the premise that they have a background in psychology, social work, industrial psychology, or a related field. Facilitators also had to be experienced in working with people in similar conditions, possess good facilitation skills, such as speaking and listening skills, giving feedback, facilitating, understand group processes and dynamics, and able to deal with conflict constructively ([@B40]). The train-the-trainer program was conducted over five 8-h sessions. Practical exercises were integrated into these sessions so that where trainees had the opportunity to practice the relevant skills. These sessions aimed to ensure that the facilitators were comfortable with the content and the underlying processes of the program. During the Qhubekela Phambili program, facilitators met daily to share their experiences and to deal with topics and possible issues that may have surfaced during the sessions ([@B40]).

Participants and Data Collection Procedures {#S4.SS3}
-------------------------------------------

Unemployed individuals from townships in two geographical areas in Gauteng, namely Orange Farm and Boipatong, were approached to participate in the study. Several inclusion criteria were used to select participants. Participants had to be unemployed South African citizens, aged between 18 and 55. They had to reside in either Boipatong or Orange Farm. They also had to show an adequate understanding of English. Participants from the same regions, who previously participated in an unemployment research conducte by [@B16] and [@B52] were contacted to participate. From the 867 participants previously involved one of the studies ([@B53]) only 354 met our inclusion criteria. An additional 60 people, who were previously involved in the study conducted by [@B16] were approached to participate. The identified people were contacted, via telephone. During each call the purpose of the program, as well as basic information such as the dates, time, duration, and location of the program. Based on the potential participants' adherence to the inclusion criteria and their willingness to participate they were divided into two groups randomly -- an experimental and a control group.

Initially, 414 people, selected from previous studies, were invited to participate in the workshop. However, among both groups some participants who had agreed to participate failed to show up. Attrition of participants in social interventions is also unavoidable ([@B59]). In some cases, the percentage of "no shows" was up to 75% of the group. In these cases, community leaders who work with the unemployed were asked for assistance to recruit additional participants. Although the inclusion criteria were communicated to leaders, non-compliant participants were still invited. The requirement the majority did not meet was the completion of Grade 12. It did not seem to have any impact on the process. There were two cases where participants were not able speak to English fluently. Although facilitators could communicate with them in other languages, completing the questionnaires seemed to be a barrier. They were therefore omitted from the study.

The Qhubekela Phambili program consisted of five 4-h sessions in 1 week with a return day 4 weeks after the program. Two experimental groups attended the workshop per week (morning and afternoon group). At the same time, two control groups were asked to complete the research questionnaire. The intervention program was executed over 2 weeks and included four experimental groups and four control groups. Both groups (intervention and control) were asked to complete a pre-test survey on the first day of the program and a post-test survey on the last day of the program (although the control group did not receive the intervention). The attendance and dropout of participants are reported in [Table 2](#T2){ref-type="table"}.

###### 

Attendance and dropout of participants (*N* = 130).

           Morning session                                 Afternoon session
  -------- ----------------------------------------------- -----------------------------------------------
  Week 1   *Experimental group 1 (attended the program)*   *Experimental group 2 (attended the program)*
           Invited to participate *n* = 25                 Invited to participate *n* = 25
           Arrived for program *n* = 19                    Arrived for program *n* = 5
           Final number participated *n* = 19              Additional participants recruited *n* = 19
                                                           Final number participated *n* = 14
           *Control group 1 (completed the survey)*        *Control group 2 (completed the survey)*
           Invited to pre-test *n* = 25                    Invited to pre-test *n* = 25
           Arrived for pre-test *n* = 25                   Arrived for pre-test *n* = 16
  Week 2   *Experimental group 3 (attended the program)*   *Experimental group 4 (attended the program)*
           Invited to participate *n* = 20                 Invited to participate *n* = 20
           Arrived for program *n* = 19                    Arrived for program *n* = 3
           Final number participated *n* = 19              Additional participants recruited *n* = 15
                                                           Final number participated *n* = 18
           *Control group 3 (completed the survey)*        *Control group 4 (completed the survey)*
           Invited to pre-test *n* = 20                    Invited to pre-test *n* = 20
           Arrived for pre-test *n* = 18                   Arrived for pre-test *n* = 17

The characteristics of the participants are displayed in [Table 3](#T3){ref-type="table"}.

###### 

Characteristics of the experimental (*N* = 69) and control groups (*N* = 61).

                                 Experimental group   Control grouph        
  ------------------------------ -------------------- ---------------- ---- ------
  **Gender**                                                                
  Male                           27                   39%              23   40%
  Female                         42                   61%              35   60%
  **Age**                                                                   
  Below 20                       1                    1%               3    7%
  20--29                         36                   52%              27   47%
  30--39                         23                   33%              16   28%
  40--49                         6                    9%               9    22%
  50--59                         2                    3%               3    5%
  **Race**                                                                  
  Black                          69                   100%             41   100%
  White                          0                    0%               0    0%
  Indian                         0                    0%               0    0%
  Colored                        0                    0%               0    0%
  **Education level**                                                       
  Less than Grade 12             21                   30%              23   40%
  Grade 12                       37                   54%              25   43%
  National Certificate           10                   14%              4    7%
  National Diploma/Degree        1                    1%               6    10%
  **Duration of unemployment**                                              
  Less than 3 months             9                    13%              3    7%
  3--5 months                    5                    7%               7    12%
  6--11 months                   5                    7%               4    6%
  1--2 years                     8                    12%              16   28%
  2--5 years                     27                   39%              12   21%
  More than 5 years              15                   22%              16   28%

Data was collected using self-administered questionnaires on two occasions. Questionnaires were completed with pen and paper and took ∼40 min. In cases where participants had difficulty understanding the survey questions, the facilitators explained them, without changing the meaning of the questions. A participation number was allocated to participants to identify them in the subsequent data collection rounds. Therefore, participation was not completely anonymous, but questionnaires did not contain any confidential information. Furthermore, facilitators were asked to take note of their experiences and the observed behaviors of the participants after each session. All notes and observations were used as qualitative information to be referred to in the explanation of the findings.

Measuring Instruments {#S4.SS4}
---------------------

### Biographical Information {#S4.SS4.SSS1}

A questionnaire to determine the biographical characteristics of the participants was used. Characteristics such as gender, age, race, level of education, and duration of unemployment were asked in this questionnaire.

### Job-Search Self-Efficacy {#S4.SS4.SSS2}

The job-search self-efficacy measure was developed in earlier investigations of the JOBS program ([@B60]; [@B64]; [@B24]). It consists of six items. Participants were asked how confident they felt executing tasks related to finding a job (i.e., "How confident do you feel about completing a good job application and CV?"). Items were rated on a five-point frequency scale ranging from not at all confident (l) to a very confident (5). The Cronbach's alpha coefficient for this index was α = 0.79 (Time 0) and α = 0.74 (Time 1).

### Amotivation {#S4.SS4.SSS3}

The self-regulation questionnaire job-searching scale ([@B56]) was used to measure amotivation ([@B55]). This scale consists of 10 items and intends to measure individuals' motives not to search for employment (i.e., "I do not look for a job because I am tired of looking for a job"). Items were measured on a five-point Likert scale, ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). The scale showed acceptable internal consistency (α = 0.82, Time 0; 0.85, Time 1).

### Self-Esteem {#S4.SS4.SSS4}

The Rosenberg self-esteem scale ([@B44]) was utilized to measure respondents' positive and negative feelings about themselves (i.e., "On the whole, I am satisfied with myself"). This scale consisted of 10 items and was measured on a five-point Likert scale, ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). After analyzing the reliability coefficient of the scales, some problematic items were identified. The loading of item 8 ("I wish I could have more respect for myself") in the self-esteem scale was not significant and was therefore deemed not suitable for inclusion in further analyses. Cronbach's alpha coefficient for this scale was 0.67 (Time 0), and 0.71 (Time 1).

### Intervention Indices {#S4.SS4.SSS5}

Participants' experience and perception of the program were measured to indicate the intervention's integrity and strength. The measure consisted of six multi-item indices, rated on a five-point scale. The following aspects of the intervention were included: Trainer support was measured with five items and group support with five items. The facilitators and other group participants were rated on their warmth, expertise, and helpfulness (1 = most negative rating; 5 = most positive rating). Both active learning and job-search skills were answered on a frequency scale that varied from 1 = not at all to 5 = a great deal and were measured with five items. Example items are "During the workshop, to what extent do you feel that you could share your experiences?" (active learning) and "During the workshop, to what extent do you feel that the trainers and other group members helped you to identify possible job opportunities?" (job-search skills). An example item of inoculation against setbacks is "Do you anticipate difficulties and setbacks during your job-search?" which was answered from 1 = very few to 5 = very much and measured with three items. Learning experience ranged from 1 (improved to a very small extent) to 5 (improved to a very great extent). It was measured with seven items (i.e., "To what extent do you feel that the workshop has prepared you to conduct interviews?"). The reliability of these scales ranged from 0.66 to 0.91.

Statistical Analysis {#S4.SS5}
--------------------

SPSS version 25.0 was used to analyze the data ([@B20]). The validity and reliability of the program was established by (i) using multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) to report on participant randomization; and (ii) examining mean scores of the program's indices to determine the integrity and strength of the intervention. Secondly, Cronbach alpha coefficients were computed to establish the internal consistency of the constructs ([@B10]). Correlation coefficients were used to determine the relationship between the measured variables, the confidence interval level was set at 95%, to indicate statistical significance. Practical significance of the correlation coefficients was set at a cut-off point of 0.30 (medium effect) and 0.50 (large effect, [@B12]). A one-way repeated measures multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used to study whether the pre- (T0) and post-test (T1) means differ between the experimental and control groups. If the one-way repeated measures MANOVA were statistically significant, we analyzed which of the groups differed in terms of the combined dependent variables and which of the variables were statistically significant. Listwise deletion were used to deal with missing data.

Ethical Considerations {#S4.SS6}
----------------------

Ethical clearance was obtained from the Humanities and Health Research Ethics Committee (HHREC; NWU-HS-2018-0006). Based on these ethical considerations, much attention and effort were paid to ensure a program that is as accessible and resourceful as possible for the participants. The program was presented at a venue at the university. Participants were transported by bus from townships to the university and back. The Flemish Interuniversity Board, the funding agency for the project, paid the costs of the transport. The venue provided for a conducive atmosphere that promotes capacity building. Furthermore, participants received food parcels on each day of the workshop, a gift voucher, and an attendance certificate. An Unemployment Research Advisory Board (URAB) was established to advise the researchers on the development and implementation of the program in the two townships. Lastly, participants from the control groups (*n* = 61) were also invited to undergo the training to ensure that all participants benefit equally. This training took place 1 week after the experimental groups had undergone their training.

Results {#S5}
=======

Preliminary Analyses {#S5.SS1}
--------------------

To ensure acceptable validity and reliability of the program, previous JOBS studies used two types of measures, namely testing the integrity of randomization, and the strength of the program ([@B62]). The first check to determine the validity of the program is to determine whether the statistical analyses were conducted on a randomized (true) experimental design. This is determined by comparing the demographic and other tested variables of the experimental and control conditions at baseline to identify possible differences. If no significant differences are found, the integrity of randomization can be confirmed. Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) were used to assess whether the participants in the condition groups (experimental and control groups; *n* = 130), at baseline, differed from participants who randomly dropped out of the program (*n* = 17). A significant difference between the level of amotivation of the two conditions and the dropout group was found \[*F*(1, 147) = 4.98; *p*\< 0.01; η = 0.06\]. Those in the condition groups scored lower levels of amotivation (*M* = 2.47; *SD* = 0.76), compared to those who dropped out (*M* = 3.04; *SD* = 0.78). There were no significant differences between conditions for gender \[*F*(1, 144\] = 0.89; *p* \< 0.36; partial η^2^ = 0.01), age \[*F*(1, 144) = 0.27; *p* \< 0.60; partial η^2^ \< 0.01\], race \[*F*(1, 144) = 0.89; *p* \< 0.36; partial η^2^ \< 0.01\], education \[*F*(1, 144) = 0.30; *p* \< 0.58; partial η^2^ \< 0.01\], or duration of unemployment \[*F*(1, 144) = 0.03; *p* \< 0.86; partial η^2^ \< 0.01\]. Participants who dropped out of the program were excluded from further the analyses due to the lack of data at Time 1.

To test for random sampling between the experimental and control groups, MANOVA was conducted. Baseline scores of the condition groups' demographic variables, job-search self-efficacy, amotivation and self-esteem were compared. Supporting the successfulness of the random assignment, there were no significant differences between conditions for gender \[*F*(1, 130) = 0.11; *p* \< 0.74; partial η^2^ \< 0.01\], age \[*F* (1, 130) = 1.18; *p* \< 0.28; partial η^2^ \< 0.01\], race \[*F*(1, 130) = 2.27; *p* \< 0.13; partial η^2^ = 0.02\], education \[*F* (1, 130) = 0.12; *p* \< 0.73; partial η^2^ \< 0.01\], or, duration of unemployment \[*F*(1, 130) = 0.89; *p* \< 0.36; partial η^2^ = 0.01\]. Given the absence of significant *a priori* differences between the two conditions there is no need to control for any variables at baseline (Time 0), when testing the effectiveness of the intervention.

The second check is to test the strength and integrity of the intervention. Participants were asked to evaluate their experience of facilitators and the program. These evaluations are used to determine whether various intervention elements (trainer support, group support, active learning methods, job-search skills, inoculation against setbacks, and learning experiences) had been implemented and had operated as designed ([@B61]). Participants experienced the program as psychologically and socially positive, based on the mean scores of the intervention indices.

According to [@B17] there are several assumptions need to be assessed prior to the analyses of inferential statistics. Some of the most common assumptions include independent random sampling, normality, linearity, equality of variance, and homogeneity of variance-covariance. Firstly, integrity of randomization has already been confirmed. Secondly, to test if the data was normally distribution an inspection of the Q-Q plots and histograms of the post-test scores on the three dependent variables showed some deviations of normality. Therefore, the results should be interpreted with caution ([@B17]). Since, MANOVA is sensitive to outliers, Q-Q plots were used to determine whether the sample included outliers, no was outliers were detected. Thirdly, to test the linear relationship between the independent and dependent variables correlation coefficients were used. [Table 4](#T4){ref-type="table"} shows the correlations between all study variables. Some relationships are worth mentioning. Several statistically significant relationships are worth mentioning: Self-esteem Time 1 showed a positive statistically significant negative effect (with medium effect) with the condition variable; participants' age were significantly related to their duration of unemployment; job-search self-efficacy at Time 0 is significantly related to job-search self-efficacy Time 1 (with medium effect); likewise, amotivation at Time 0 is significantly related to amotivation Time 1 (with medium effect), and lastly, self-esteem Time 1 is significantly correlated with job-search self-efficacy Time 1 (with medium effect) and amotivation Time 1 (with medium effect). No signs of multicollinearity are evident, as measured variables were moderately correlated with each other.

###### 

Correlations matrix of biographic and dependent variables (*N* = 130).

  Construct                          Mean    *SD*   1           2        3        4           5          6           7          8           9           10         11
  ---------------------------------- ------- ------ ----------- -------- -------- ----------- ---------- ----------- ---------- ----------- ----------- ---------- ------------
  1\. Condition                      1.47    0.50                                                                                                                  
  2\. Gender                         1.60    0.49   --0.03                                                                                                         
  3\. Race                           1.05    0.37   0.13        --0.15                                                                                             
  4\. Education                      1.87    0.82   0.01        --0.02   --0.06                                                                                    
  5\. Age                            31.15   8.50   0.10        --0.15   0.08     −0.23\*\*                                                                        
  6\. Duration of unemployment       4.28    1.58   0.04        0.11     0.02     --0.14      0.31\*\*                                                             
  7\. Job-search self-efficacy T0    3.92    0.76   0.07        --0.13   --0.03   --0.03      0.09       −0.24\*\*                                                 
  8\. Amotivation T0                 2.46    0.75   --0.07      --0.02   --0.01   --0.17      0.13       0.16        --0.09                                        
  9\. Self-esteem T0                 3.91    0.60   0.04        --0.03   0.09     0.11        --0.08     --0.14      0.28\*\*   −0.24\*\*                          
  10\. Job-search self-efficacy T1   4.10    0.72   −0.21\*     --0.12   0.07     --0.10      --0.08     --0.16      0.47\*\*   0.05        0.10                   
  11\. Amotivation T1                2.41    0.80   --0.02      0.01     0.03     −0.23\*\*   0.15       0.15        --0.13     0.44\*\*    −0.28\*\*   --0.07     
  12\. Self-esteem T1                4.02    0.61   −0.40\*\*   0.06     --0.09   0.12        −0.22\*    --0.13      0.14       0.01        0.24\*\*    0.35\*\*   --0.33\*\*

\*\*

p \< 0.01 statistically significant;

\*

p \< 0.05 statistically significant. r \< 0.30 is practically significant (medium effect); r \< 0.50 is practically significant (large effect).

Fourthly, to test whether the variances of the differences between conditions are equal repeated measures MANOVA was used. Repeated measures MANOVA requires sphericity and Mauchly's test evaluates if this holds. The sphericity assumption was met by our data because the repeated measure variables had only two levels. Finally, homogeneity of variance-covariance was tested with Box's M test of equality of covariance homogeneity of variance. Box's M (13.17) was not significant (*p* \> 0.05), therefore, the assumption is not violated, and Wilk's Lambda is an appropriate test to use. The results show that there are no are significant differences among the experimental and control groups on a linear combination of the three dependent variables at baseline \[Wilks' Lambda (Λ) = 0.99, *F*(3, 122) = 0.46, *p* = 0.71, η = 0.14\]. Equality of variance was assessed with utilizing Levene's test, which uses the F-test, none of the variables' were significant \[job-search self-efficacy: *F*(1, 130) = 2.31, *p* = 0.13; amotivation *F*(1, 130) = 1.45, *p* = 0.24; self-esteem: *F*(1, 130) = 0.40, *p* = 0.85\]; therefore the assumption of equality of variance is met.

Effects of the Intervention {#S5.SS2}
---------------------------

To examine for statistical differences between the included dependable variables (job-search self-efficacy, amotivation and self-esteem), by an independent grouping variable (experimental and control conditions), a one-way repeated measures MANOVA was conducted.

The results showed a statistically significant interaction effect between the experimental condition (experimental group vs. control group) and the combined dependent variables (job-search self-efficacy, amotivation and self-esteem): \[*F*(3, 124) = 8.16, *p* \< 0.001, Wilk's Λ = 0.84, partial η^2^ = 0.17\]. This was a medium effect ([@B12]) where 17% of the variance is explained. Univariate analyses showed that the effects of two dependent variables (job-search self-efficacy and self-esteem) were statistically significant: job-search self-efficacy (*F* = 11.50, *p* \< 0.001, partial η^2^ = 0.08) and self-esteem (*F* = 18.08, *p* \< 0.001, partial η^2^ = 0.13). The F-test of amotivation was not statistically significant: *F* = 0.06, *p* \>0.05. The plots in [Figures 2](#F2){ref-type="fig"}--[4](#F4){ref-type="fig"} confirm that the effect for the combined dependent variable is clearly different for the experimental and control groups.

![Estimated marginal means of job-search self-efficacy.](fpsyg-11-01418-g002){#F2}

![Estimated marginal means of amotivation.](fpsyg-11-01418-g003){#F3}

![Estimated marginal means of self-esteem.](fpsyg-11-01418-g004){#F4}

Next, we tested the effects of combined dependent variables (job-search self-efficacy, amotivation and self-esteem) for the experimental group (EG) and control group (CG) separately. The following results were obtained: *F*~*EG*~ (3, 64) = 13.56, *p* \< 0.001, Wilk's Λ = 0.61, partial η^2^ = 0.39); *F*~*CG*~ (3, 58) = 0.95, *p* \> 0.5, Wilk's Λ = 0.95).

Univariate analyses in the experimental group showed that the effects of two dependent variables (job-search self-efficacy and self-esteem) were statistically significant: job-search self-efficacy (*F* = 18.62, *p* \< 0.001, partial η^2^ = 0.22) and self-esteem (*F* = 31.91, *p* \< 0.001, partial η^2^ = 0.33). The F-test of amotivation was not statistically significant: *F* = 0.44, *p* \> 0.05. The pairwise comparisons (of T0 and T1 scores) for the experimental and control groups are reported in [Table 5](#T5){ref-type="table"}. Univariate analyses in the control group showed that the effects of all three dependent variables were statistically insignificant: job-search self-efficacy (*F* = 0.08, *p* \> 0.05), amotivation (*F* = 0.05, *p* \> 0.05), and SE (*F* = 2.27, *p* \> 0.05).

###### 

Means, standard errors and pairwise comparisons for the experimental and control conditions.

  Variable                   Mean (SE)     Difference    SE        *p*    95% CI   
  -------------------------- ------------- ------------- --------- ------ -------- -------------------
  Job search self-efficacy   3.84 (0.07)   4.25 (0.10)   −0.41\*   0.10   0.00\*   \[--0.66,--0.22\]
  Amotivation                2.49 (0.09)   2.43 (0.10)   0.06      0.09   0.51     \[--0.12, 0.25\]
  Self-efficacy              3.89 (0.07)   4.25 (0.05)   −0.36\*   0.06   0.00\*   \[--0.49,--0.24\]
                                                                                   
  **Control group**          **T0**        **T1**                                  
                                                                                   
  Job search self-efficacy   3.98 (0.09)   3.95 (0.11)   0.03      0.09   0.77     \[--0.15, 0.19\]
  Amotivation                2.41 (0.11)   2.38 (0.11)   0.03      0.12   0.83     \[--0.21, 0.26\]
  Self-efficacy              3.94 (0.08)   3.77 (0.09)   0.17      0.11   0.14     \[--0.05, 0.39\]

\*

p

\< 0.001.

Therefore hypothesis 1, namely that after taking part in the JOBS program, participants from the experimental group will report higher levels of job-search self-efficacy compared to their control group counterparts, is supported.

The second hypothesis of this study was that after taking part in the JOBS program, participants from the experimental group would report lower levels of amotivation, compared to their control group counterparts. The results of the MANOVA showed that the mean amotivation score was not statistically significantly higher in the experimental group, when compared to their counterparts. As a result, hypothesis 2 is not supported.

The third hypothesis of this study was that after taking part in the JOBS program, participants from the experimental group will report higher levels of self-esteem, compared to their control group counterparts. The results of the MANOVA showed the experimental group showed statistically significantly higher mean scores for self-esteem (compared to the control group). Consequently, hypothesis 3 was supported.

Discussion {#S6}
==========

To date, much research has been conducted on the psychological consequences of being unemployed. Yet, when it comes to practice, employability interventions seldom include crucial psychosocial aspects to assist the unemployed, particularly so in South Africa. One program addressing the gap in literature and practice is the JOBS intervention. Due to the encouraging results, several JOBS derivatives have been implemented globally ([@B38]; [@B68]; [@B3]; [@B49]; [@B4]), however, mainly in developed countries. The lack of similar interventions in South Africa, together with the successful replication of the JOBS program, created an opportunity to explore whether such an intervention will be effective in the South African context. This paper intended to apply a South African version of the JOBS program, called the Qhubekela Phambili career-enhancement program. Suggestions pertaining to the implementation and evaluation of the JOBS program made in [@B34] were adhered to.

Preliminary analyses were conducted to determine whether the Qhubekela Phambili program was valid and reliable. Two aspects, randomization of intervention conditions and strength and integrity of the program, were considered. Given that no significant differences were found between the experimental and control group at baseline, the integrity of randomization of the experimental and control groups was fully preserved. Also, the strength and integrity of the program was fully preserved, as the Qhubekela Phambili program adhered to the research-based principles of the JOBS program. An analysis of the working elements of the JOBS program revealed that a sense of mastery, comprising job-search self-efficacy, amotivation, and self-esteem, is one of the most predictive elements of positive outcomes in the JOBS program ([@B63]; [@B58]). Therefore, the general aim of the paper was to establish whether the Qhubekela Phambili intervention affected participants' levels of job-search self-efficacy, amotivation, and self-esteem.

The first hypothesis, and also one of the most significant findings to emerge from this study, was that the Qhubekela Phambili intervention succeeded in increasing participants' job-search self-efficacy levels. Experimental group participants scored significantly higher in job-search self-efficacy, compared to their control group counterparts. This finding is consistent with previous empirical studies reporting that the JOBS program can enhance participants' job-search self-efficacy. Increases in job-search self-efficacy is a crucial finding, as it has previously been related to sustained job-search efforts, despite repeated disappointments ([@B54]; [@B8]).

The second aim of the study was to determine whether participants would show lower levels of amotivation after the Qhubekela Phambili workshop. No significant changes in participants' levels of amotivation were found. This finding may be somewhat concerning, as the only variable to differ significantly differ between the condition and dropout groups was amotivation. Possible explanations for this finding may be found in the literature. It has previously been noted that the adverse effects of unemployment on mental health are larger among the long-term unemployed than the short-term unemployed ([@B27]). Bearing in mind that 75% (18% longer than a year, 31% between 2 and 5 years, and 26% longer than 5 years) of the current study's sample have been unemployed for longer than 12 months, severe feelings of discouragement, hopelessness, and a lack of personal control may occur. A qualitative study conducted among the unemployed in South Africa testified that due to abundant unsuccessful job-search efforts, the unemployed often develop a passive attitude and a sense of learned helplessness ([@B16]).

Earlier literature found that amotivation is negatively related to job-search efforts due to the jobseekers' lack of motivation to persist ([@B56]). Considering that feelings of helplessness may be so deeply embedded, perhaps a need exists to foster an intrinsically inclined motivation among participants. While much attention is given to inoculating participants against possible setbacks, to truly change such behavior, using the same principles to emphasize the importance of taking ownership of one's reality may deliver promising results. This is an important finding considering the fact that it was previously reported that, in a sample of unemployed individuals, 32% reported to be amotivated ([@B52]).

The third hypothesis of this study was that participants would show higher levels of self-esteem after attending the program. Indeed, the program demonstrated the capability to increase participants' self-esteem. As hypothesized, after taking part in the JOBS program, participants from the experimental group reported higher levels of self-esteem, compared to their control group. This finding is in line with previous research that suggests that the intervention provided the participants with the intended support to raise their self-esteem ([@B6]; [@B62]; [@B67]).

Limitations and Recommendations {#S6.SS1}
-------------------------------

Several limitations of this study need to be acknowledged. First, only self-report measures were used. While self-report measures are considered the most appropriate for assessing perceived behavioral constructs, efforts to study such constructs more objectively may yield significant findings. Second, it was not possible to investigate the measurement invariance of the measures of the three dependent variables in this study because of the small sample sizes ([@B7]). Future research should focus on the measurement invariance of longitudinal variables.

In social interventions, non-participation is a reality ([@B59]). In previous studies on the JOBS program to preserve the integrity of a randomized experimental design, dropout participants were kept in the experimental group -- it is believed to allow for stronger conclusions. Yet, it is reported that such a design yields conservative estimates of the achieved effects ([@B6]). Since follow-up data from dropout participants in the current study was not available, the integrity of randomization was not fully preserved.

Another potential weakness in this investigation may be the number of no-show (54%) and dropout (14%) participants. Those who participated in the first round of surveys and then did not return, reported significantly higher levels of amotivation, compared to participants in the experimental conditions. Though previous research has shown that the people who need the intervention the most were indeed the ones who participated ([@B39]) this is perhaps not the case in the current study. It begs the question of what the program could have achieved if targeted at this possibly more vulnerable group. Therefore, a need exists to explore improved recruitment strategies in future endeavors.

To be able to compare the findings of the current study with previous studies conducted on the JOBS program, similar dependent variables (job-search self-efficacy, amotivation, and self-esteem) were measured. However, given that the program was adjusted to also focus on entrepreneurship, an additional measure or an adapted version of the job-search self-efficacy questionnaire, not limited to job-search self-efficacy, but also determining a broader self-efficacy concept may have been valuable.

According to [@B39] participants with a higher risk of depression were more likely to benefit from the intervention. Consequently, a prospective screening mechanism was used to identify potential participants. Because 69% of the unemployed have been unemployed for longer than a year ([@B50]) and that ∼70% have reported to experience unemployment as feeling desperate or discouraged ([@B52]) for ethical reasons it was difficult to discriminate on the grounds of psychological aspects. Therefore, lastly, but perhaps most noteworthy, the limitation is that mental health and depressive symptoms were not studied in the current paper and could be considered in future research.

A final limitation, particularly relevant to intervention studies in behavioral research, may be that much time has been spent with the experimental group, therefore, the results of this study can be attributed to the attention they received during the program. A comparative framework should be considered to provide an opportunity for the control group to receive equal attention ([@B1]).

Conclusion {#S7}
==========

Unemployment is considered one of the South African government's top priorities ([@B42]). Although unemployment is a much-researched and timely topic, programs aimed at assisting the unemployed in South Africa often neglects important psychosocial aspects. Considering the severe repercussions of unemployment, an urgent need exists to intervene on a psychological level. Likewise, while derivatives of JOBS program have been successfully implemented in many countries, its exposure to circumstances and economic conditions similar to that of South Africa is limited. This is the first study to undertake a longitudinal analysis of the JOBS program within the South African context. The primary purpose of this paper was to implement the JOBS program in two low-income communities in South Africa.

The present study contributed to existing literature to support the effectiveness of the JOBS program in a variety of contexts. Overall, the Qhubekela Phambili program provided evidence to demonstrate the programs' ability to enhance the job-search self-efficacy and the self-esteem of participants. Contrary to expectations, the program did not succeed in decreasing the levels of amotivation experienced by participants, which may reveal another valuable finding. Since the amotivated believe that their actions will not yield desired outcomes ([@B56]) emphasis should be on helping the unemployed overcome such perceptions. Fostering beliefs of personal control may contribute significantly to coping with and overcoming unemployment.
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